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Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

This communication is in response to the Office Action dated August 16, 2005, requiring 
election of the above-referenced application to one of the following groups: 



Date of Signature and Mail Deposit 



November 16, 2005 



By: 




Kevin ptfunReg. No 47,203 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 



RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 



I. Claims 1-10 and 32-4 1 , drawn to luggage; 

II. Claims 1 1-20, drawn to a wheeled object; and 

III. Claims 21-31, drawn to stabilizing an object. 



Applicants elects Group II (Claims 1 1-20), with traverse. 
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A restriction is proper where inventions are unrelated and it can be shown that they are 
not capable of use together and they have different modes of operation, different functions, or 
different effects. The Examiner argues that Groups I and II are unrelated because Group I is 
specific to luggage and Group II is specific to wheeled objects having a wheel assembly defined 
by coordinates. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees. As, the Examiner noted, Group I is directed to luggage 
and Group II is directed to a wheeled object. However, luggage is one type of wheeled object, 
and thus the Groups are clearly related. In fact, one could argue that Group I (luggage) falls 
within Group II (wheeled objects), since the luggage of Group I is wheeled. In addition, 
Examining Group I and II together would not be burdensome because both Groups are directed 
to wheeled objects. 

With respect to Group III as related to Group II (and presumably Group I), the Examiner 
argues that Group II and III are related as combination and subcombination. However, again, 
Group II broadly requires a wheeled object. As such, Group II would appear generic to group I ; 
and III. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the restriction requirement. 

The Examiner is encouraged to telephone the undersigned attorney for Applicants if such 
communication is deemed to expedite prosecution of this application. 
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